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that ran on February 21 of this year en-
titled ‘‘Campaign Reform: Labor Turns
Leery.’’ In it, Mr. Broder notes that
Big Labor has echoed my concerns
about the unconstitutionality of the
McCain-Feingold bill. Specifically, Mr.
Broder writes that:

Last week the AFL–CIO, which in the past
had endorsed a ban on soft money contribu-
tions, announced that it has serious mis-
givings about other provisions of the
McCain-Feingold bill. Limiting ‘‘issue ads’’
that criticize candidates by name—even if
not calling specifically for their defeat—in
the period before an election would inhibit
its ability to communicate freely with union
members, the memo said. Other sections
would make it impossible for labor to coordi-
nate its voter-turnout efforts with those can-
didates it supports. None of these concerns is
trivial. But they point up some of the very
same constitutional objections Mr. McCon-
nell and other opponents—including a vari-
ety of conservative groups and, yes, the
American Civil Liberties Union—have made
for years.

Lastly, Mr. President, I would like to
refer to another article by Professor
Kathleen Sullivan, professor of con-
stitutional law and dean of Stanford
Law School. This article is entitled
‘‘Sleazy Ads? Or Flawed Rules?’’ and
appeared on March 8, 2000 in the New
York Times. In this article, Professor
Sullivan notes the controversy that
surrounded the running of television
ads last year by supporters of then-can-
didate George W. Bush. She explains
why the real problem with today’s
campaign finance system is the quar-
ter-century-old contribution limits,
and that real reform would be to raise
these limits, bringing them into the
21st century. Specifically, Professor
Sullivan notes:

Many have professed to be shocked,
shocked that recent television commercials
attacking Senator John McCain’s environ-
mental record turned out to be placed by
Sam Wyly, a wealthy Texas investor who has
been a strong supporter of Gov. George W.
Bush.

Predictably, many have called for more
campaign finance reform to stop such stealth
politics, and Senator McCain filed a formal
complaint on Monday with the Federal Elec-
tion Commission, alleging that the ads,
though purportedly independent, were in re-
ality a contribution to the Bush campaign
that exceeded federal contribution limits.

Such calls for greater regulation of cam-
paign donations, however, ignore the real
culprit in the story: the campaign finance
laws we already have. Why, after all, would
any Bush supporter go the trouble of running
independent ads rather than donating the
money directly to the Bush campaign? And
why label the ads as paid for by Republicans
for Clean Air, rather than Friends of George
W. Bush?

The answer is the contribution limits that
Congress imposed in the wake of Watergate
and that the Supreme Court has upheld ever
since. The court held that the First Amend-
ment forbids limits on political expenditures
by candidates or their independent sup-
porters, but upheld limits on the amount
anyone may contribute to a political cam-
paign.

The result: political money tries to find a
way not to look like a contribution to a po-
litical campaign. Unregulated money to the
parties—so-called soft money—and deceptive
independent ads are the unintended con-
sequence of campaign finance reform itself.

This result is not only unintended but un-
democratic. Contribution limits drive polit-
ical money away from the candidates, who
are accountable to the people at the voting
booth toward the parties and independent or-
ganizations, which are not.

If Governor Bush places sleazy ads mis-
leading the voters about Senator McCain’s
record on clean air, voters can express their
outrage through their votes. No similar ret-
ribution can be visited on private billion-
aires who decide to place ads themselves.

The answer is not to enlist the election
commission to sniff out any possible ‘‘co-
ordination’’ between the advertisers and the
official campaign, or to calculate whether
the ads implicitly supported Mr. Bush.

It is unseemly in a democracy for govern-
ment bureaucrats to police the degrees of
separation between politicians and their sup-
porters. And it is contrary to free-speech
principles for unelected censors to decide
when an advertisement might actually incite
voters to vote. What else, after all, is polit-
ical speech supposed to do?

The solution is simple: removal of con-
tribution limits, full disclosure and more
speech. If it had been clear from the outset
that the dirty ads on dirty air had come from
Mr. Wyly, a principal bankroller of the Bush
campaign, the voters could have discounted
them immediately—with vigorous help from
the vigilant press and the McCain campaign.
A requirement that political ads state their
sources clearly is far less offensive to free-
speech principles than a rule that the ad
may not run at all.

Better yet, the removal of contribution
limits would eliminate the need for stealth
advertising in the first place. If Mr.. Wyly
could have given the money he spent on the
television spots directly to the Bush cam-
paign, the campaign alone would have been
held responsible for any misleading informa-
tion that might have been put out. And such
accountability would have made it less like-
ly that such ads would have run at all.

As it turned out, Senator McCain was able
to use the Wyly commercials to attack Gov-
ernor Bush’s campaign tactics. So, in the
end, who gained more from the flap? All Mr.
McCain really needed to preserve his com-
petitive edge was the First Amendment,
which protects his right to swing freely in
the political ring. The people are far more
discerning than campaign finance reformers
often give then credit for; they can sift out
the truth from the cacophony.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
to indicate that if I were present last
Friday, March 23, I would have voted
‘‘yes’’ on the motion to table amend-
ment No. 141, to the campaign finance
reform bill, offered by Senator JESSE
HELMS of North Carolina.

I was unable to participate in Fri-
day’s session because I flew home to
Seattle to attend the funeral services
for Grace Cole. Grace served on the
Shoreline School Board for 13 years
and represented North Seattle in the
Washington House of Representatives
for 15 years.

Grace was my mentor and led the
way for advocates like me to follow her
from the local school board to the
Washington State legislature. Grace
made a difference for thousands of fam-
ilies throughout our State by standing
up for education, the environment and
social justice.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that I was unable to
cast a vote on rollcall vote No. 47, due

to unavoidable airline delays. If I was
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

f

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous

consent there be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

RESPONSE TO PRESIDENT’S PRO-
POSAL TO CUT FUNDING FOR
CHILDREN’S PROGRAMS
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to

discuss an issue that came to light at
the close of business last week in an ar-
ticle that appeared in the New York
Times by Robert Pear, ‘‘Bush’s Budget
Would Cut Three Programs to Aid Chil-
dren.’’ It goes on to describe child care,
child abuse programs, early learning
programs, and children’s hospitals that
would receive significant cuts in the
President’s budget proposal when that
proposal arrives.

We haven’t seen the budget yet. My
hope is that maybe the administration
might reconsider these numbers that
we are told are accurate. I tried to cor-
roborate this story with several
sources, and while no one wants to step
up and be heard publicly on it, no one
has also said that the numbers are
wrong. I suspect they are correct.

The President campaigned on the
promise to leave no child behind. If we
heard it once, we heard that campaign
slogan dozens and dozens of times all
across the country. I don’t recall see-
ing the President campaigning when he
didn’t have that banner behind him
saying: Leave no child behind.

Those of us who took the President
at his word were shocked, to say the
very least, by the news on Friday that
the President intends to cut funding
for critical children’s programs, pro-
grams that address basic survival needs
of these young people and their fami-
lies.

Certainly his actions beg the ques-
tion, when he pledged to leave no child
behind, which children did he mean?
Apparently not abused and neglected
children, since he would cut funding for
child abuse prevention and treatment
by almost 20 percent.

Almost 900,000 children are victims of
child abuse each year in America. Is
the President going to ask those chil-
dren to choose amongst themselves
which 20 percent of them shouldn’t
have their abuse investigated? Is he
going to ask them to decide which 20
percent are going to have their abusers
brought to justice?

When the President promised to
leave no child behind, he must not have
meant sick children. The President
would cut funding for children’s hos-
pitals by some unspecified ‘‘large’’
amount. I am quoting from the story.
This funding, which supports the train-
ing of doctors who care for the most se-
riously ill children in our country, had
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